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Sir : 

In response to the requirement for restriction (Office 
Action paragraph 1) , the applicant elects invention III 
(claims 21-38) with traverse. 

In response to the requirement for election of species 
(Office Action paragraph 7), the applicant elects Embodiment I 
(FIGs, 4-10, and 14-17). 

In response to the requirement of paragraph 8, claims 1- 
12, 14-29, and 31 read on the species of Embodiment 1 (FIG. 

Regarding paragraph 9 of the Office Action, claims 32-3 8 
include all limitations of claim 21. Should the examiner find 
claim 21 to be allowable, the examiner is respectfully 
requested to examine claims 32-3 8. 

The applicant respectfully traverses the requirement for 
restriction with respect to claim 1 insofar as the process 
recited in claim 1 can be used to make no other materially 
different product than that recited in elected claim 21 and 
because the product recited in claim 21 cannot be made by any 
process materially differing from that recited in claim 1. 
The examiner's comment of paragraph 2 regarding use of 
conductor springs or resilient clips instead of spring 
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contacts is not applicable to claim 1 since claim 1 does not 
recite spring or any other particular kinds of contacts. The 
examiner is therefor respectfully requested to examine claim 1 
along with elected claims 21-38. 

Should the examiner find claim 1 to be allowable, the 
examiner is respectfully requested to examine its dependent 
claims 2 -4 , 

The applicant respectfully traverses the requirement for 
restriction with respect to claim 5 insofar as the process 
recited in claim 5 can be used to make no other materially 
different product than that recited in elected claim 21 and 
because the product recited in claim 21 cannot be made by any 
process materially differing from that recited in claim 5. 
The examiner's comment of paragraph 2 regarding use of 
conductor springs or resilient clips instead of spring 
contacts is not applicable to claim 5 since claim 5 does not 
recite use of spring contacts or any other particular kinds of 
contacts. The examiner is therefor respectfully requested to 
examine claim 5 along with elected claims 21-38. 

Should the examiner find claim 5 allowable, the examiner 
is respectfully requested to examine its dependent claims 
6-20 . 



SMITH-HILL 8c BEDELL, P.C. 

12670 NW Barnes Road, Suite 104 

Portland, Oregon 97229 

Tel, (503) 574-3100 
Fax (503) 574-3197 




Daniel J. Bedell 
Reg. No. 3 0,156 



